I0                   The Mahabharata: A Criticism.
admitted that the actors in the Mahabharata strike us
as real living beings. This is so, it will be admitted,
because there is a nucleus in the poem which is the
composition of one who knows, and not of one who
imagines. Nay you sometimes come across state-
ments of facts and sentiments which, like fossils not
yet obliterated, give a clue to a real by-gone age.
In short, we think, that there is ample ground to be-
lieve that there was an original author, who wrote from
personal knowledge, and that there is no harm in be-
lieving that that author was Vyasa Parasharya.
Vaishampayana is represented as a pupil of Vyasa.
Looking to the tradition that he recited his poem before
Janmejaya, the great-grandson of Arjuna, Vyasa's con-
temporary,   this relation   does  not seem   impossible.
That he was a real person may also be granted from
the fact that his name Is mentioned as an Acharya of
Bharata by Ashwalayana.    The evidence of language
also is very important in this connection.   Although
the language of the whole Mahabharata strikes us as
old, and differs distinctly from classical Sanskrit, within
the Mahabharata itself there are certain  portions the
language of which looks more ancient than that of
others.    It Is deep, sonorous and weighty in its very
simplicity.    Its grammar and construction are archaic.
It strikes us as the language of an adept using a spoken
tongue.    We may instance the Bhatgwat Gita, which,
if not the composition of Vyasa, must, at least, be that
of Vaisharapayana, whose date, from the evidence of
language, must not have been  very distant from the
date of the Upanlshadas.